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The objectives of this research were:  to find out whether or not the use of 
Learn to Speak English software improves the students’ speaking skill. This 
research employed Quasi Experimental design. The sample consisted of 32 
students of third semester of business administration, Politeknik LP3I 
Makassar in academic year 2019/2020. The data were collected through 
speaking test for the students’ speaking skill, Data on the students’ speaking 
skill were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics, the results of 
the research were: The use of Learn to Speak English software in teaching 
speaking improved the students speaking skill, It can be concluded that the 
use of Learn to Speak English software is effective to be implemented in 
improving the students’ speaking skills in terms of fluency and lexical 
resource. 





Language learning is important for human’s social development. As a 
language which placed third rank with the greatest speaker in the world according 
to Ethnologue (2013, 17th Edition), English holds the key as international 
language. English is a tool of communication among people of the world to get 
trade, social-cultural understanding, science and technology goals. Moreover, 
English competence is important in career development, therefore students need 
to understand and use English to improve their confidence to face global 
competition. There are four basic skills in English, those are listening, speaking, 
reading and writing skill. All of them are very important for every human being to 
interact or getting information each other. 
Speaking English is one of ways of finding information through oral 
communication in the world. The person who knows and understands English 
well can easily communicate with other people all over the world because English 
is an international language and it can make people get a good job, spread news 
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and social transaction in their business. In this study, the researcher focuses on 
teaching speaking. In speaking class, the students should be taught about how to 
speak. The components of English-speaking skill that should be given and studied 
in English speaking class are pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, fluency, 
accuracy and comprehension. Speaking is the most important skill, because it is 
one of abilities to carry out conversation on the language. Speaking is an 
interactive process of constructing meaning, receiving, and processing 
information. 
As we know, there are many schools and even universities, which still use 
traditional media in learning speaking as an example most of them only uses a 
book and white board in teaching. From the observation and interview with 
students and lecturers at Politeknik LP3I Makassar. Speaking subject is a very 
difficult subject, the students were only asked to tell a collection of facts that they 
don’t understand. In the practice of English language learning, An English 
lecturer generally still use lecture approach, they teach English according to the 
steps which contained in the textbook. Students do not have direct observation of 
the real circumstances and experiences around them. The results, there are a lot of 
English students still have low ability in communicating or having conversation in 
English. Not only that, not a few English graduate students who after graduation 
worked even in places that do not comply with their department and even not 
related to the English language. Based on empirical data by using observation and 
interview to some English lecturers in Politeknik LP3I, only few students were 
categorized as high achiever student, most of them were categorized as low 
achiever. It was also proved by daily score of English department students 
especially in speaking class which were still low (far from expectation). 
The new era assigns new challenges and duties on the modern teacher. 
The tradition of English teaching has been drastically changed with the 
remarkable entry of technology. Technology provides so many options as making 
teaching interesting and also making teaching more productive in terms of 
improvements. 
This research is limited on the application of Learn to Speak English software in 
improving speaking skill, which focuses on fluency, lexical resource and interest 
of the third semester students, Politeknik LP3I. These items are chosen because 
they are very important to be identified by the researcher to know how far the 
improvement of the students in learning English, especially speaking and to know 




This research applied quasi-experimental method using two groups’ 
pretest-posttest design. It applied the pre-test, treatment and post-test design for 
experimental group and the pretest, treatment and posttest design for controlling 
group. The population of this research is the of 32 students of third semester of 
business administration, Politeknik LP3I Makassar in academic year 2019/2020. 
The sampling technique that will be used is cluster random sampling. It is a kind 
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of sampling technique which all individuals in the defined population have an 
equal and independent chance of being selected for the sample (Gay, 2006:106). 
The researcher takes two classes, one class as experimental and another class as 
the control group. Before analyzing the data, the researcher collected and 
analyzed the data from the test. After collecting the data of the students, the 
researcher classified the scores of the   students into certain criteria. To find out 
the mean score, standard deviation and the t-test value between the pre-test and 
the post-test of both experimental group and control group by using Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) program. 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
Findings  
The Improvement of Students Speaking Skill  
1. The Improvement of Students Speaking Skill  
a. Scoring classification of students` pretest  
  In table 1 below, the researcher presents the students’ pretest score and 
percentage for experimental and control group. 
 
Table 1 Frequency and percentage of students’ pretest score 
Classification Score 
Experimental Group Control Group 
F % F % 
Excellent 96 - 100 0 0 0 0 
Very Good 86 - 95 0 0 0 0 
Good 76 - 85 0 0 0 0 
Fairly Good 66 - 75 0 0 1 2.9 
Fair 56 - 65 3 8.8 3 8.8 
Poor 36 - 55 31 91.2 30 88.2 
Very Poor 0 - 35 0 0 0 0 
Total 34 100 34 100 
 
Table 4.1 illustrated that most of the students’ pretest result for 
experimental group were in poor category. There were 91.2 percent (31 students) 
in poor category, only 8.8 percent (3 students) in fair category, no one student in 
excellent, very good, good category, fairly good and very poor category. 
In control group, the data indicated that there were 2.9 percent (1 students) 
in fairly good category, 8.8 percent (3 students) in fair category, 88.2 percent (30 
students) in poor category, no one student in excellent, very good, good and very 
poor category.  Based on aggregate percentage both experimental and control 
group showed that low achiever were significantly higher than high achiever. 
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1) Distribution score on fluency 
The frequency score and the percentage of the students’ fluency in 
Experimental Group and Control Group can be seen in the table 2. 
 
Table 2 Frequency and percentage of students’ pretest score (fluency) 
Classification Score 
Experimental Group Control Group 
F % F % 
Excellent 96 - 100 0 0 0 0 
Very Good 86 - 95 0 0 0 0 
Good 76 - 85 0 0 0 0 
Fairly Good 66 - 75 0 0 1 2.9 
Fair 56 - 65 1 2.9 14 41.2 
Poor 36 - 55 33 97.1 19 55.9 
Very Poor 0 - 35 0 0 0 0 
Total 34 100 34 100 
 
Table 2 showed that most of the students’ pretest (fluency) results for 
experimental group were in poor category. There were 97.1 percent (33 students) 
in poor category, only 2.9 percent (1 student) in fair category, no one student in 
excellent, very good, good and very poor category. 
In control group, the data indicated that there were 55.9 percent (19 
students) in poor category, 41.2 percent (14 students) in fairly category, 2.9 
percent (1 student) in good category, 6.67 percent (2 students) in very good 
category, 3.33 percent (1 student) in fairly good category, no one student in 
excellent, very good, good and very poor category.  In experimental group, the 
spreading of students’ classification dominantly in poor category, while in control 
group the students’ score tend to spread evenly in fair and poor category.  
 
2) Distribution score on lexical resource 
The frequency score and the percentage of the students’ lexical resource in 
Experimental Group and Control Group can be seen in the table 3. 
 
Table 3 Frequency and percentage of students’ pretest score (lexical resource) 
Classification Score 
Experimental Group Control Group 
F % F % 
Excellent 96 - 100 0 0 0 0 
Very Good 86 - 95 0 0 0 0 
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Good 76 - 85 0 0 0 0 
Fairly Good 66 - 75 0 0 1 2.9 
Fair 56 - 65 3 8.8 5 14.7 
Poor 36 - 55 31 91.2 28 82.4 
Very Poor 0 - 35 0 0 0 0 
Total 34 100 34 100 
 
Table 3 above showed that the students’ pretest (lexical resource) result for 
experimental group and control group were in low achiever category.  The 
aggregate percentage of experimental group, categorized as low achiever was 100 
percent (34 students), while in control group, categorized as low achiever was 
97.1 percent (33 students) and only 2.9 percent (1 student) categorized as middle 
achiever. 
The score distribution of the students in experimental and control group 
was different in each term. In experimental group, most students categorized as 
poor category whether in fluency or lexical resource while in control group most 
of them categorized poor and fair especially in terms of fluency.  Based on 
aggregate percentage both experimental and control group showed that low 
achievers were higher than high achievers. 
b. Scoring classification of students’ posttest.  
After conducting treatment for both group, researcher gave posttest to the 
students to find out the students speaking skill’s improvement. In table 4 below, 
the researcher presents the students’ posttest score and percentage for 
experimental and control group. 
 
Table 4 Frequency and percentage of students’ posttest score 
Classification Score 
Experimental Group Control Group 
F % F % 
Excellent 96 - 100 0 0 0 0 
Very Good 86 - 95 0 0 0 0 
Good 76 - 85 2 5.9 0 0 
Fairly Good 66 - 75 14 41.2 2 5.85 
Fair 56 - 65 18 52.9 11 32.35 
Poor 36 - 55 0 0 21 61.8 
Very Poor 0 - 35 0 0 0 0 
Total 34 100 34 100 
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Table 4 illustrated that the students’ achievement in experimental and 
control group were improving after the treatment. The aggregate percentage of 
students both of the groups generally tend to spread in middle to high achiever 
category. The aggregate percentage of experimental group, categorized as fair. 
Fair category was 52.9 percent (18 students), fairly good category was 41.2 
percent (14 students) and there were 2 students categorized as good. While in 
control group, there was no student achieve good category, 5.85 percent (2 
students) were categorized as fairly good, 32.35 percent (11 students) categorized 
fair and 61.8 percent (21 students) were categorized as poor. 
The score for experimental group and control group in posttest showed 
the difference from the pretest. After the treatment conducted, both of them 
showed an improvement, but the improvement of experimental group was 
significantly higher than control group.  
1) Students Distribution score on fluency 
There were significant difference between pretest and posttest in terms of 
fluency between experimental and control group. It can be seen to the table 5 
below: 
Table 5 Frequency and percentage of students’ posttest score (fluency) 
Classification Score 
Experimental Group Control Group 
F % F % 
Excellent 96 - 100 0 0 0 0 
Very Good 86 - 95 2 5.9 0 0 
Good 76 - 85 3 8.8 2 5.9 
Fairly Good 66 - 75 23 67.7 2 5.9 
Fair 56 - 65 6 17.6 18 52.9 
Poor 36 - 55 0 0 12 35.3 
Very Poor 0 - 35 0 0 0 0 
Total 34 100 34 100 
 
Based on the table 5 above, it showed that the students’ posttest result for 
experimental group has significantly improved. Most of them or 23 students (67.7 
percent) were categorized as fairly good, 6 students (17.6 percent) were 
categorized as fair, 3 students (8.8 percent) were categorized as good, 2 students 
(5.9 percent) were categorized as very and no more student got low achiever (poor 
or very poor). It means that after conducting treatment by using Learn to Speak 
English software, the students’ fluency in speaking has significantly improved.  
In control group, the data showed there were two (2) students (5.9 percent) 
included in good category, 2 students (5.9 percent) included in fairly good 
category, 18 students (52.9 percent) included in fair category, 12 students (35.3 
percent) included in poor category. In line with experimental group, the students’ 
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achievement also improved after conducting treatment by using reporting news 
even there were several students getting low achievement. Both group showed 
improvement after treatment, but in experimental group showed higher 
achievement than control group.  
2) Distribution score on lexical resource 
The students’ speaking skill posttest result in terms of lexical resource for 
both group can be seen clearly on the table 6 below: 
Table 6 Frequency and percentage of students’ posttest score (lexical resource) 
Classification Score 
Experimental Group Control Group 
F % F % 
Excellent 96 - 100 0 0 0 0 
Very Good 86 - 95 0 0 0 0 
Good 76 - 85 2 5.9 0 0 
Fairly Good 66 - 75 15 44.1 2 5.9 
Fair 56 - 65 17 50 13 38.2 
Poor 36 - 55 0 0 19 55.9 
Very Poor 0 - 35 0 0 0 0 
Total 34 100 34 100 
 
Table 6 above illustrated that the students’ posttest result for experimental 
group in terms of lexical resource. Most of them were in fair and fairly good 
category. 50 percent (17 students) got fair, 44.1 percent (15 students) were 
categorized as fairly good, 5.9 percent (2 students) were categorized as good and 
no more student got poor and very poor. Overall, most of students in average and 
high achiever. It is indicated that the students were able to increase their 
vocabulary mastery. 
In control group, the data indicated that from 34 respondents, only 5.9 
percent (2 students) were in fairly good category, 38.2 percent (13 students) were 
in fair category and 55.9 (19 students) were in poor category. The data showed 
that the students’ score improved after the treatment. Although it was not 
significant different but in comparing the result, the students’ score in posttest 
were better than pretest. 
It can be concluded that both groups improved their speaking skill in terms 
of lexical resource. Students’ score between experimental group and control group 
showed significant difference but the students’ score in experimental group was 
higher than control group.   
c. The mean score and the standard deviation of the students’ speaking skill in 
pretest and posttest. 
As it has been stated above that after tabulating the frequency and the 
percentage of the students’ score, the researcher calculated the mean score and the 
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standard deviation of the students’ score both Experimental Group and Control 
Group.  
Before the treatment, both Experimental Group and Control Group were 
given pretest to know the student’s speaking skill. Furthermore, the purpose of the 
test was to find out whether both experimental and control group were at the same 
level or not and posttest to find out students’ improvement. The standard 
deviation was mean to know how close the scores to the mean score. 
In the table 7 below, the researcher presented the mean score and 
standard deviation of the students’ pretest and posttest for Experimental Group 
and Control Group.  
 
Table 7 Mean score and standard deviation of Students’  
Pretest and Posttest 
  
Group Mean Standard deviation 
Pre test 
Experimental Group 47.03 4.75 
Control Group 47.26 6.18 
Posttest 
Experimental Group 64.47 6.61 
Control Group 51.76 7.36 
 
The mean score and standard deviation were shown differently in pretest 
and posttest to both of groups. The data based on the computation using SPSS 
22.0.  
From the data showed in table 7, the mean score of experimental group 
and control group was mostly in the same score before giving the treatment. After 
giving the treatment, the posttest score to both of the groups; experimental and 
control group showed the different score of mean score. This means that there was 
an improvement after giving the treatment. The table also showed that the main 
score of the students’ pretest of experimental group was 47.03 and standard 
deviation was 4.75 which was categorized as poor classification; and control 
group was 47.26 and standard deviation was 6.18 which is categorized as fair 
classification. The main score of both groups were different after the treatment 
executed. The mean score after the treatment was 64.47 for experimental group 
with standard deviation was 6.61, which was categorized as fairly good 
classification and 51.76 for control group’s mean score with standard deviation 
was 7.36, which was categorized as poor classification; it means that the main 
score of experimental group was higher than control group (64.47 > 51.76). 
The data of students’ improvement in experimental and control group 
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Figure 1 Students’ Improvement in Experimental and Control Group 
 
1) The mean score and standard deviation of students' pretest and posttest in 
terms of fluency 
The result of the students’ pretest and posttest score gained through Learn 
to Speak English software and conventional method (reporting news) can be seen 
in the table 8 as follows: 
 
Table 8 Mean score and standard deviation of students’  
pretest and posttest (fluency) 
  
Group Mean Standard deviation 
Pre test 
Experimental Group 48.97 7.68 
Control Group 48.65 8.11 
Posttest 
Experimental Group 67.32 7.88 
Control Group 53.71 9.14 
 
Table 8 indicated that there was an improvement of both groups’ posttest 
in terms of fluency. It can be seen on the mean score of the pretest 48.97 (poor 
classification) to posttest 67.32 (fairly good classification) for experimental group 
and also for the control group, pretest 48.65 (poor classification in low level) to 
posttest 53.71 (poor classification in high level). In fact, the mean score of 
posttests of fluency in experimental group was higher than control group. 
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The data of students’ improvements in experimental and control groups in 














Figure 2 Students’ Improvement in Experimental and Control Group (fluency) 
 
 
2) The mean score and standard deviation of students' pretest and posttest in 
terms of lexical resource 
The result of the students’ pretest and posttest score gained through Learn 
to Speak English software and conventional method (reporting news) can be seen 
in the table 9 as follows: 
Table 9 Mean score and standard deviation of students’ 
 pretest and posttest (Lexical resource) 
  
Group Mean Standard deviation 
Pre test 
Experimental Group 45.06 3.45 
Control Group 45.79 6.47 
Posttest 
Experimental Group 62.15 6.73 
Control Group 49.94 7.24 
 
From the data showed in table 9, the mean score of experimental group 
and control group was mostly in the same score before given the treatment. After 
giving the treatment, the posttest score both groups; experimental and control 
group showed the different score of mean score. It means that there was an 
improvement after given the treatment. The table also showed that the mean score 
of the students’ pretest of experimental group was 45.06 and standard deviation 
was 3.45 which was categorized as poor classification; and control group was 
45.79 and standard deviation was 6.47 which is categorized as poor classification. 
The mean score of both groups were different after the treatment executed. The 














Eksperimental group Control group
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deviation was 6.73, which was categorized as fair classification and 49.94 for 
control group with standard deviation was 7.24, which is categorized as poor in 
high level classification. Although both of experimental group and control group 
improved, the result showed that mean score of experimental group was higher 
than control group. 
The data of students’ improvements in experimental and control groups in 
terms of lexical resource were described in the figure 3: 
 
 
Figure 3 Students’ Improvement in Experimental and Control Group  
(Lexical resource) 
 
d. Test of Significance (T-test) 
The hypotheses were tested by using inferential analysis. In this case, the 
researcher used t-test (testing of significance) for independent sample test that was 
a test to know the significance difference between the result of students’ mean 
scores in pretest and posttest in experimental and control group.   
Assuming that the level of significance (α) = 0.05, the only thing which is 
needed; the degree of freedom (df) = 58, where N1 + N2 - 2 = 56; than the result 
of the t-test is presented in the table 10. 
 
Table 10 Probability Value of T-Test of the Students’ Achievement in  
Control and Experimental Group 
Variables P-Value (α) Remarks 
Pretest of experimental and 




Posttest of experimental and 
control group 0.00 0.05 Significantly 
Different 
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Based on the result of data analysis as summarized in table 10 on pretest of 
experimental and control Group, the researcher found that the Probability value 
(0.86) is higher than the level of significance at t-table (0.05) and the degree of 
freedom 58. It means that H0 was accepted and H1 was rejected. In the other 
words, there was no significant difference between the student’s speaking skill 
both groups, experimental and control group before the treatment. It is supported 
by Gay (2006:124) states that when variables have equal interval, it is assumed 
that the difference between close score is essentially the same. 
While the data on posttest of control and experimental group showed that 
the probability value was smaller than α (0.00<0.05). It indicated that the 
alternative hypothesis (H1) was accepted and the null hypothesis (H0) was 
rejected. It means that Learn to Speak English software significantly increased the 
students’ speaking skill. 
This means that the data of posttest as the final result gave significant 
improvement. It was concluded that the use of Learn to Speak English software 
gave contribution in improving the students’ speaking skill. 
Based on the result of data analysis as summarized in table 4.10 on pretest of 
experimental and control Group, the researcher found that the Probability value 
(0.86) is higher than the level of significance at t-table (0.05) and the degree of 
freedom 58. It means that H0 was accepted and H1 was rejected. In the other 
words, there was no significant difference between the student’s speaking skill 
both groups, experimental and control group before the treatment. It is supported 
by Gay (2006:124) states that when variables have equal interval, it is assumed 
that the difference between close score is essentially the same. 
While the data on posttest of control and experimental group showed that the 
probability value was smaller than α (0.00<0.05). It indicated that the alternative 
hypothesis (H1) was accepted and the null hypothesis (H0) was rejected. It means 
that Learn to Speak English software significantly increased the students’ 
speaking skill. 
This means that the data of posttest as the final result gave significant 
improvement. It was concluded that the use of Learn to Speak English software 
gave contribution in improving the students’ speaking skill. 
 
Discussion 
Based on the findings above, the comparison of the improvement of 
students in experimental and control group can be proved by analyzing the 
posttest result. The result shows that the mean score of the students’ posttest both 
the groups increased after giving the treatment. It can be seen through the mean 
score of the students’ pretest was 47.03 becoming 64.47 in posttest for the 
experimental group, while the students’ pretest for control group was 47.26 
becoming 51.76 in posttest. In this case, both of groups improved after giving 
treatment. The improvement of experimental group was higher than the control 
group (17.44 > 4.5). The result of posttest indicated that the use of Learn to Speak 
English software gave significant progress towards students’ achievement.  
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Interesting to discuss is the improvement of each student was significantly 
improved. Although the students mean score in experimental group seemed not 
satisfied it was 64.47 which categorized as fair, but most of students in 
experimental could improve their speaking ability especially in terms of fluency 
and lexical resource under the implementation of Learn to Speak English software 
as teaching aid. The researcher believes if it has much time to apply the method, 
the students’ speaking skill improvement would absolutely improve. The use of 
technology in teaching English helpful the students in understanding material 
during the pandemicthe use of technology in the learning process becomes easier 
because it can be directly integrated into various applications such as WhatsApp 
groups, Zoom, Google Meet, and so on. Further, the use of technology in the 
learning process during the pandemic is one way to bypass direct contact 
(physical distancing) with other students; it is more flexible and can be accessed 
without constraints (Fansury et al., 2020). 
 
CONCLUSSION  
 Based on the research findings and discussion, the researcher come to the 
following conclusions that The use of learn to speak English software is more 
effective in improving the third semester students’ speaking skill of students of 
third semester of business administration, Politeknik LP3I Makassar in academic 
year 2019/2020 than conventional teaching method in this case was reporting 
news. The improvement of students’ speaking skill after treatment in control 
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